
Maher
Arar, a Canadian citizen, to Syria to be tortured for ten months before being released without
charge. The investigation has continued for over a year now without resolution, mainly due to
the Department staffs refusal to respond to the Inspector ’s inquiries. I implore you to use your
new position as Secretary to bring this disgrace to an end.

In December of 2003, I requested the Inspectors General of the Justice Department and
Homeland Security Department to investigate their respective roles in turning over Mr. Arar to
the Syrian government. Then-Inspector General, Clark Kent Ervin, accepted this inquiry on
behalf of your department and began his task. Sadly, I received word from Mr. Ervin in July of
last year that Immigration and Customs Enforcement personnel were thwarting all attempts by
the Inspector General to determine how Mr. Arar became the victim of an “extraordinary
rendition” in violation of our international obligations and long standing human rights law. He
described the process as “unduly protracted and frustrating” (letter enclosed).

Over the past year, evidence has amassed that Mr. Arar’s experience was not a unique
one, but instead represents a standard operating procedure for some departments in our
government. Determining exactly what happened to him is now more important than ever.
Truly, until we discover just how these renditions occur, we will be unable to prevent anyone else
from being tortured with the tacit approval of the United States.

I would appreciate hearing how you plan to ensure that staff will cooperate with this
investigation. If you have any questions, please contact Perry Apelbaum or Ted Kalo of my
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The Honorable Michael Chertoff
Secretary
U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20528

Dear Secretary Chertoff:

I am writing to request that you immediately direct your staff to cooperate with the
Inspector General’s inquiry into how the Department of Homeland Security rendered Mr. 
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cc: Mr. Richard L. Skinner
Hon. F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr.

Sincerelv.

Enclosure

Raybum House Office Building, Washington, DC 205 15
(phone: 202-225-6504, fax: 202-225-4423).
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